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ABSTRACT 
 
The successful implementation of change initiatives remains challenging, as a high number of change 
processes still fail due to ‘human factor problems’. Following this challenge, our research aimed to 
investigate how individuals are differently affected by organizational change by looking at how 
gender has an impact on how employees perceive change process and context and feel commited 
towards a change initiative. With this inquiry, we hope to stimulate further understanding in the 
context of the contradictory results found in gender versus minority research respectively. Data were 
gathered with a survey in a Belgian automotive company (N = 77). Our research suggests that women 
in comparison to men generally experience more fairness and relational capital, hence lending more 
support to gender hypotheses in a change setting than to minority theories. Looking at commitment 
to change, differences were found between men and women for continuance commitment. Building 
on these preliminary findings, scholars within the change field and change agents alike can work 
further on a gender-balanced change approach and move away from a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach. 
 
Keywords: Commitment to change, organizational change, gender, individual differences 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Even though change is part of organizational life, its implementation remains challenging. 
Literature indicates that over 70 per cent of change projects fail (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Clegg & 
Walsh, 2004). From a change agent’s perspective one of the most cited reasons for change failure is 
resistance and a lack of support from employees (Bouckenooghe, 2010; Ford, Ford, & D'Amelio, 
2008; Piderit, 2000). Or as Schneider, Brief, and Guzzo nicely articulated (1996, p. 7): “If people don’t 
change, there is no organizational change”. A plethora of research indicated the negative 
consequences of employee resistance, including decreased employee morale, psychological well-
being, satisfaction, and productivity, and increased turnover, absenteeism, and theft (Bordia, Hunt, 
Paulsen, Tourish, & DiFonzo, 2004; Eby, Adams, Russell, & Gaby, 2000; Miller, Johnson, & Grau, 1994; 
Osterman, 2000). Hence, successfully managing organizational change boils down to the successful 
management of human resources and more specifically managing individual attitudes toward change 
(Antila, 2006; Bouckenooghe, 2010). Due to the pivotal role of employees in the implementation of 
change projects, many scholars are calling for a shift towards a more person-centered focus in the 
analysis of change (Bray, 1994). This ‘personalization trend’ is gaining in importance as organizational 
behavior (OB) and human resources (HR) scholars started to explore employees’ psychological 
reactions in determining the successfulness and effectiveness of organizational change 
implementation (e.g., Caldwell, Herold, & Fedor, 2004; Fedor, Caldwell, & Herold, 2006; Herold, 
Fedor, & Caldwell, 2007; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, & Topolnytsky, 2007). 
Using Demography Theory (Pfeffer, 1983), the purpose of this study is to further extend our 
knowledge about this person-centered perspective by investigating demographic factors that may 
affect employees’ commitment to change. Demography Theory is defined as “an important, causal 
variable that affects a number of intervening variables and processes, and through them, a number 
of organizational outcomes” (Pfeffer, 1983, p. 350). In past research, age, tenure, and educational 
background have been mostly studied in the context of individual change (e.g., Caldwell, Liu, Fedor, 
& Herold, 2009; Wiersema & Bantel, 1992). As it still remains unclear what effect gender differences 
have on change recipients’ perceptions of change (Hebson & Cox, 2011), this inquiry will  focus on 
gender, a demographic factor that has received little to no attention in change research so far.  
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Every individual experiences change in a unique way. For some it implies a source of joy, 
benefits, and advantages, whereas for others change refers to suffering, stress, and disadvantages. 
This diversity in perceptions and reactions is also reflected in the work of scholars using a variety of 
ways for conceptualizing people’s reactions toward change (Bouckenooghe, 2010; Oreg, Vakola, & 
Armenakis, 2011). An attitude towards change that has received abundant attention is commitment 
to change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). This focus is not surprising as already in the 1980s, Conner 
and Patterson (1982, p. 18) concluded that “the most prevalent factor contributing to failed change 
projects is a lack of commitment by people”. However, despite the importance of commitment to 
change, and that of individual perspectives, little to no research has looked at the relationship 
between commitment to change, or its antecedents and gender. Furthermore, when studying 
gender, past research often used a minority perspective. By and large, research findings have shown 
that being a minority is especially disadvantageous for women, having a negative impact on their job 
attitudes, self-esteem and self-image (Cohen, Broschak, & Haveman, 1998; Jacobs, 1992; Powell, 
1993; Ragins & Cotton, 1996). Yet, at times gender and minority research come to contradictory 
conclusions. In order to clarify some apparent contradictions, we selected a company undergoing a 
change in which women form a minority group. In this research, we aim to add to the existing change 
and gender research base by using both the general gender literature and research on minority 
groups to look at the differences in the perception of and commitment to change. More specifically, 
we investigate whether gender or minority explanations are more suited to explain individual 
differences in commitment to change and the perception of the process and context variables 
influencing this commitment. We will start by discussing gender differences in relation to the 
antecedents of commitment to change. 
 
Factors shaping commitment to change  
For the success of organizational change, three factors have been found to play a pivotal role 
(Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999): content, context, and process. Content refers to the “what” or the 
type of change implemented. For instance, does it involve a fundamental episodic, transformational 
change or an incremental, continuous, small-scale change (Weick & Quinn, 1999)? Secondly, context 
refers to conditions that explain why a change initiative is successful or not (Johns, 2001, 2006;), 
consisting of pre-existing forces in an organization’s environment, such as the organizational culture, 
that direct and motivate employee effort (Burke & Litwin, 1992; Chonko, Jones, Roberts, & Dubinsky, 
2002; Eby et al., 2000). Finally, process factors pertain to the way change is implemented. As change 
often comes across as threatening and therefore might create uncertainty and fear (Callan, Terry, & 
Schweitzer, 1995), hence an underlying fair process is essential to ensure a better acceptance of 
change in organizations (Kotter, 1995; Wanberg & Banas, 2000). 
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As the content of organizational change is mainly a factor that extends beyond individual 
control, perception related to the type of change will be less likely to be subject to individual 
variation (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999). Therefore, we will focus solely on the individual perceptions 
of employees regarding the process and the context of change in this research.  
 
The Change Process 
It is generally acknowledged that employees’ reactions toward change are shaped by the way 
in which a change process is implemented. Factors such as timely and accurate provision of 
information (Bouckenooghe, 2010; Johnson, Bernhagen, Miller, & Allen, 1996; Stanley, Meyer, & 
Topolnytsky, 2005) and opportunities for employee participation in decision making (Strauss, 1998; 
Wanberg & Banas, 2000) are found to be of great importance in change processes as they impact the 
perceived fairness of the change. Whether the organization is going through a major change, such as 
a merger or acquisition, or a minor alteration in organizational benefits, resources are inevitably 
redistributed. Organizational fairness thus offers a promising perspective regarding actions that 
organizational leaders should consider in planning and implementing organizational changes (e.g., 
Beugre, 1998; Folger & Skarlicki, 1999; Shapiro & Kirkman, 1999).  
Over the last three decades, the notion of fairness has been the focus of numerous studies 
(e.g., Bernerth, Armenakis, Field, & Walker, 2007; Bies & Moag, 1986; Cropanzano & Ambrose, 2001; 
Greenberg, 1993). Initially, a two-factor model of organizational fairness, including procedural and 
distributive fairness, was proposed (Greenberg, 1990). Procedural fairness is linked to participation 
and voice during decision processes. Decision criteria should be consistent, correctible and ethical, 
and biases should be controlled (Leventhal, 1980). Distributive fairness refers to the extent that the 
allocation of an outcome is consistent with the goals (Deutsch, 1975). Next to this two-dimensional 
model, other authors suggested two additional types: informational and interactional fairness (Bies & 
Moag, 1986). Informational fairness is linked to justification (e.g., explaining the basis for decisions) 
and truthfulness (e.g., being candid, not deceiving), whereas interpersonal fairness refers to respect 
(e.g., being polite, not rude) and propriety (e.g., refraining from prejudicial statements and other 
improper remarks). This evolution resulted in Greenberg (1993) bringing all types together in a four 
factor model. 
The effect of gender on fairness perceptions has received some attention in organizational 
research over the last decades (Caldwell et al., 2009), concluding that gender differences occur 
depending on the type of fairness. First, women have been found to score higher on two different 
types of fairness perceptions: distributive and interpersonal. For example, research on distributive 
fairness has shown that women are more satisfied with the distribution of pay and other benefits 
(Slonim & Roth, 1995; Varca, Shaffer, & McCauley, 1983). Similarly, researchers discovered that 
women score higher on interpersonal and informational fairness (Jespen & Rodwell, 2010). Despite 
the lack of a change focus in these gender-related fairness studies of the past, we hypothesize that 
7 
 
outcomes will be similar in change contexts. Secondly, men have been found to score higher on 
perceptions of general procedural fairness, which might be due to the fact that they are more likely 
to be engaged and invited to participate in the setup of procedures (Groysberg, 2008). These findings 
were also replicated in recent change research, where men judged procedural fairness associated 
with a specific change more positively than women (Caldwell et al., 2009).  
 
Following these streams of gender research, we hypothesise that women will perceive a 
change situation as more fair on a distributive, interpersonal and informational level. In contrary, 
men will have a significantly higher score for procedural fairness. 
 
Hypothesis 1a. Women will score significantly higher on distributive, interpersonal and 
informational fairness, while men will score higher on procedural fairness. 
 
However, when focusing on research that has been conducted on minorities, different 
conclusions can be drawn. Due to their history of discrimination, minorities have often been kept out 
of key decision-making processes, leading to a lower perception of the different justice types 
(Sweeney & McFarlin, 1997). Following the reasoning of these authors, minorities are lesser able to 
participate in decision-making processes (procedural), thus receiving less information (informational) 
and feel as if they are being forced into a solution (distributive), in an impolite manner 
(interpersonal). These suggestions lead us to formulate the alternative hypothesis that minority 
groups perceive change processes as less fair on all fairness subtypes. 
 
Hypothesis 1b. Women will score significantly lower on all fairness types than men. 
 
The Change Context 
Irrespective of what is being changed and how, contextual factors are crucial in explaining 
the reasons why change succeeds or fails (Johns, 2001). One of the most important context variables 
is the quality of the relationship between management and employees (Albrecht, 2002; Edmondson 
& Woolley, 1999; Oreg, 2006), or in other words: the relational capital of an organization.  
Congruent with the definition of De Clercq and Sapienza (2006, p. 331), we define relational 
capital as “the extent to which exchange involves trust, social interaction, and shared norms or 
goals”. These factors overlap with the components of the quality of a relationship between leaders 
and followers (Yli-Renko, Autio, & Sapienza, 2001). All three components serve as a substitute for 
more formal, hard rewards in the work context, and tend to increase the amount and the quality of 
communication and interaction between parties (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Lane & Lubaktin, 1998). 
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The first factor – trust – has been defined as the confidence in the goodwill of the other party 
and its perceived predictability (Zaheer, McEvily, & Perrone, 1998). The existence of a climate of trust 
has been generally found to be of great importance for the success of change initiatives (Caldwell & 
Clapham, 2003; Kotter, 1995; Oreg, 2006). Its impact is vital for two reasons. First, in a trusting 
relationship, there will be a smaller need for monitoring mechanisms (Shepherd & Zacharakis, 2000), 
thus enabling extensive communication (Zaheer, et al., 1998). Second, not only will communication 
increase, also the nature of the communication will change. Yli-Renko et al. (2001), for example, 
observed a larger exchange of more personal and confidential information. In summary, increased 
mutual trust will enhance communication, yielding better change implementation results (Mayer, 
Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). The second factor – social interaction – refers to the (informal) contact 
between parties that goes beyond mere instrumental reasons (De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006). A 
relationship characterised by high social interaction is expected to diminish distinctions between 
parties and encourage close cooperation (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998), which will have the same positive 
effects on communication as indicated in relation to trust (Nonaka, 1994). Finally, the third 
component – goal congruence – refers to the extent of similarity of goals, either between an 
employee and its organization or between an employee and his or her supervisor, who often takes 
on the role of change agent (Giangreco & Peccei, 2005). When parties have high goal congruence, 
the level of interaction and contact is higher, which in turn increases the amount and quality of 
information exchanged (Larsson, Bengtsson, Henriksson, & Sparks, 1998). 
A long history of gender studies suggests that men and women have different orientations 
oward interpersonal relationships. Already in the 1960s, Bakan (1966) characterized women as more 
communal than men. Later authors built on this conclusion, finding that women are more affiliative 
(Gilligan, 1982), and thus construe their self-image in relation to others (Cross & Madson, 1997). 
Women thus see themselves as being inherently connected or interdependent and are as such more 
sensitive to personal relations or relational capital (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Furthermore, some 
researchers discovered that women often have more informal relations on which they depend more 
heavily (Agrawal, 2000; Molyneux, 2002), and exhibit higher levels of trust (Feingold, 1994). More 
recently, these results were replicated, showing once again that women score significantly higher on 
relational capital than men (Curhan, Neale, Ross, & Rosencranz-Engelmann, 2008). We thus 
hypothesize that also when confronted with change women will score higher on relational capital, 
this is showing higher trust, more social interaction and higher goal congruence in relation to their 
changing employers than men. 
 
Hypothesis 2a. Women will score significantly higher on all relational capital aspects than 
men. 
 
However, congruent with the reasoning with regard to minority groups in change processes 
mentioned above, different conclusions can be drawn, suggesting that minority groups will score 
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lower on relation capital. Minorities often perceive their work environment as less satisfying and 
supportive, leading them to show less relational capital behaviors in return (Burke & McKeen, 1995; 
Konrad, Winter, & Gutek, 1992; Niemann & Dovidio, 1998; Simpson, 2000).  For example, studies 
have found that persons belonging to minority groups were less likely to believe that ‘most people 
can be trusted’, even when controlling for other demographic characteristics (Alesina & La Ferrara, 
2002; Glaeser, Laibson, Scheink- man, & Soutter, 2000). Following the above hypothesis from 
minority research, we formulate an alternative hypothesis, stating that women will score lower on 
trust, social interaction, and goal congruence.  
 
Hypothesis 2b. Women will score significantly lower on all relational capital aspects than 
men. 
 
Commitment to change as an outcome measure 
Herscovitch and Meyer (2002, p. 475) defined commitment as “a force (mind-set) that binds 
an individual to a course of action of relevance to one or more targets”. According to them 
commitment is crucial, as it makes employees cooperate with and contribute to the organizational 
change. Furthermore, these authors argued and provided evidence that commitment to change is a 
multifaceted concept, consisting of three sub-concepts: affective, continuance, and normative 
commitment. First, affective commitment refers to the employee’s emotional attachment to the 
change, based on a belief in the inherent benefits of the change initiative. People who score high on 
affective commitment are likely to perform tasks to the best of their abilities and even put in extra 
effort to ensure a successful deliverance. Secondly, continuance commitment to change is linked 
with the costs amounted with failure to provide support for the change. People who score high on 
this form of commitment tend to support the change, because they perceive the costs of supporting 
the change less high than the costs of opposing the change. These individuals generally support the 
change, but do little more than what is required. Finally, normative commitment to change refers to 
a sense of obligation to support the change. These people support the change because of their sense 
of obligation or duty. 
As this distinction between three factors has inspired many recent studies on the subject 
(Chen & Wang, 2007; Cunningham, 2006; Meyer, et al., 2007), we  also use this framework in our 
inquiry.  
Thus far, to the best of our knowledge, only one study directly investigated gender 
differences in relation to commitment to change (Armstrong-Stassen, 1998). However, as this study 
did not differentiate between the three different commitment types, we will use empirical evidence 
related to organizational commitment, a closely related concept (Meyer & Allen, 1991), to build our 
hypotheses. Previous studies show mixed results. Some authors reveal no significant gender 
differences with regard to organizational commitment (Aryee, Luk, & Stone, 1998; Spreitzer & 
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Mishra, 2002), while others find that men (Hornung & Rousseau, 2007) or women score higher on 
commitment (Madsen, Miller, & John, 2005). When we look at the three different commitment 
types, preliminary results reveal no significant gender difference on affective commitment 
(Kaldenberg, Becker, & Zvonkovic, 1995) and normative commitment (Labatmediene, Endriulaitiene, 
& Gustainiene, 2007). Similarly, Karrasch (2003) also found no significant gender differences on 
affective and normative commitment. However, in his study on army captains, men scored slightly 
higher on continuance commitment than women. Following this literature, it thus seems impossible 
to formulate a congruent hypothesis. However, the specific predictions about the antecedents we 
made in the previous part, allow us to predict the relationship with this outcome variable.  
Previous research has shown that both fairness and relational capital (Conway & Monks, 
2007) have a positive relationship with commitment to change. The gender inspired hypothesses 
suggest that women score higher on all but one antecedent, and should thus also score higher on 
change commitment. This is congruent with the fact that women are found to be more cooperative, 
or more willing to follow when given an instruction (Eckel & Grossman, 1998). We thus hypothesize 
that women will score higher on all commitment types than men, as they score higher on all 
antecedents. 
 
Hypothesis 3a. Women will score higher on all commitment types than men. 
 
Following the expected lower scores of women on all antecedents, as predicted by minority 
theory, our hypothesis is as follows: 
 
Hypothesis 3b. Women will score lower on all commitment types than men. 
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METHODOLOGY 
Sample and procedure 
In December 2010, we collected data in a Belgian automotive company through 
administering a digital self-report questionnaire. This organization was selected because it was 
subject to a major restructuring process. Furthermore, the automotive sector was chosen because 
women employees are usually a minority group. In total, 77 participants took part in this research, 
which represents a 71 per cent response rate. The mean age was 42.5, ranging from 25 to 64 (SD = 
9.15). Tenure follows a similar trend with a mean of 16.5 years, ranging from 3 to 47 years (SD = 
10.88). As expected, gender was unequally distributed with 87 per cent male and 13 per cent female 
participants. All participants were white collar employees who had a computer in their workplace. 
Participants were explained that the survey was for research purposes only and that their 
participation was on a voluntary base. As an incentive, the organization received a feedback report 
on the general trends in their organization and trends across different departments 
 
Measures 
Multi-item scales were used to measure each of the concepts. The response format of the 
scales was a five-point likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
 
Change fairness. The general measure of Colquitt (2001) was used to assess the level of 
fairness, consisting of four subscales: distributive fairness (5 items; α = .94; e.g., ‘I have been fairly 
rewarded, considering the responsibilities I had during the change’), procedural fairness (7 items; α = 
.82; e.g., ‘To what extent have change procedures been applied consistently’), interpersonal fairness 
(4 items; α = .91; e.g., ‘To what extent has your supervisor treated you with respect’), and 
informational fairness (5 items; α = .92; e.g., ‘To what extent has your supervisor communicated 
details in a timely manner’).   
Relational capital. This variable was measured with a scale of De Clercq and Sapienza (2006), 
consisting of three subscales: trust (5 items; α = .91; e.g., ‘My supervisor can always be trusted to do 
what is right for me’), social interaction (4 items; α = .71; e.g., ‘I maintain close social relationships 
with my supervisor’), and goal congruence (4 items; α = .85; e.g., ‘My supervisor’s work-related goals 
are fully aligned with mine’).  
Commitment to change. People’s commitment to change is measured by the three subscales 
developed by Herscovitch and Meyer (2002): affective commitment (6 items; α = .91; e.g., ‘I believe 
in the value of this change’), continuance commitment (6 items; α = .72; e.g., ‘It would be too costly 
for me to resist this change.’), and normative commitment (6 items, α = .66, e.g., ‘I would feel guilty 
about opposing this change’). 
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Analyses 
We conducted independent sample t-tests and calculated effect sizes to unravel potential 
gender differences pertaining the perceived change context and change process variables, and 
commitment to change. None of scales had variances that were significantly different across both 
groups, so we used the t-test results for equality of means with assumed equal variances. For the 
effect sizes, we categorize effects according to the operational definition suggested by Cohen (1987), 
with effects as small, d = .2, medium, d = .5, and large, d = .8. 
 
RESULTS 
Means, standard deviations, t-tests, and effect sizes for each scale are reported in Table 1. 
 
Insert Table 1 About Here 
 
As can be seen in Table 1, we only found significant differences for interpersonal fairness 
(t(66) = -2.88, p < .000, d = -1.36) and informational fairness (t(66) = -2.41, p = .02, d = -.89). However, 
effect sizes also show a small effect for procedural and distributive fairness (d = 0.20; d = -0.45). We 
can thus conclude that there is an effect of gender on the perception of fairness. Furthermore, we 
see that the results lie more in line with the hypothesis based on the gender literature, 1a, as we see 
a higher perception of fairness for women except for procedural fairness. 
For the change context, women generally have a higher score than men on the different 
relational capital scales. However, only in the case of trust (t(66) = -2.65, p = .01, d = -1.13) and goal 
congruence (t(66) = -1.66, p = .09, d = -.59) there is a significant effect. As no significant differences 
between men and women were found for social interaction, none of the hypotheses can be fully 
supported. However, given the fact that women have higher relational capital scores, we find partial 
support for the hypothesis based on the gender literature, 2a. 
Last, we look at the outcome measure, commitment to change. Our data show that women 
score higher on normative commitment than men. On the contrary, men score higher on affective 
and continuance commitment, with only the latter being significant (t(66) = 1.71, p = .09, d = .45). 
Even though these results only partially follow one of the  hypotheses, they seem to point in the 
direction of minority research, where men, being the majority group, show higher commitment. 
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DISCUSSION  
 
The aim of our research was to investigate the role of gender differences in the perception of 
and commitment towards change. This way, we hoped to contribute to existing research in two 
ways. Firstly, demographic differences have often been neglected in past change research. In this 
research we thus focussed on gender, as an important individual difference that has received little to 
no attention too. Secondly, given the contradictory conclusions in gender and minority literature, we 
aimed to provide more clarity about which theory proves to be more valuable in the context of 
change. We selected a company where women form a minority group to identify whether during an 
organizational change women behave as predicted by gender research or by the fact that they are a 
minority. 
Our results show that men and women have a different perception of the process and the 
context of change. In general, we see that women evaluate both the process and the context of 
change more positively than men. As predicted by the gender hypothesis, women feel that they have 
been treated fairly during the change, implying that they received sufficient information on the 
change (informational), have been treated politely (interpersonal), and that they have gotten their 
fair share (distributive). However, as predicted by gender research as well, they feel that they have 
not been part of the decision-making process as much as men have (procedural). Furthermore, 
women have more trust in their employer and feel that they share the same goals (goal congruence) 
than men. Likewise, our results suggests that women have higher social interaction in the workplace, 
however, this effect was not significant. In general, we can conclude that for both the antecedents, 
the gender hypotheses were more accurate. Women thus seem to experience the change process 
and context as being more positive than men. This finding is particularly important, as previous 
research often saw women as being more risk averse, and thus more apprehensive towards change 
(Collins, 2005).  
However, when it comes to our outcome measure, commitment to change, we see different 
tendencies. Our data show that men have a significantly higher score on continuance commitment. 
Furthermore, they also score slightly higher on normative commitment. Our data thus seem to 
suggest that for the change antecedents women have a higher score, but this does not show in their 
change commitment. In the process and context factors, women thus seem to be eager to change, 
but this does not show in their eventual commitment.  
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CONCLUSION 
 
We recognize that this study has a few limitations, and hence opportunities for future 
exploration remain. First, our sample is rather limited. We only investigated 77 employees of one 
company, in one sector. Follow-up research is needed to validate our results in a bigger population, 
over companies and sectors. This further research can strengthen our findings, as this is only a small 
first step towards enhanced understanding about the impact of gender differences in the context of 
organizational change perceptions. Second, for convenience reasons, we gathered cross-sectional 
quantitative data. However, previous research has pointed out that this type of data gathering leads 
to less robust and generalizable findings, urging researchers to use mixed methods research 
(Bachiochi & Weiner, 2002). Qualitative research, for example might be interesting in identifying the 
gap women experience between the change antecedents and their actual commitment to change. It 
is clear that men and women experience change differently, however, up to now it still remains 
unclear why exactly. Narrative research, which emphasizes the importance of stories in 
understanding human phenomena such as change (Nygren, 2010), for example, could prove 
interesting. Last, we would like to urge change scholars to also study other individual differences 
next to gender. Up to date, the limited research that has investigated for example hierarchical 
differences, age, tenure, etc. makes it impossible to create appropriate change processes and 
procedures that facilitate change commitment for all employees.  
Concluding, women in a minority setting do not seem to behave differently during a change 
process than they would in a evenly distributed gender setting. Regardless of the setting, women 
thus are more positive towards the change context and process, but show less change commitment. 
Opening this ‘black box’ might be of particular value to policy makers to work further on a gender-
balanced change approach and move away from a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach  
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TABLE 1  
Means, standard deviations, t-tests, and effect sizes 
 Overall (n = 77) Male (n = 67) Female (n = 10)    
 
Variable 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
  
T 
 
d 
 
Outcomes       
   
Commitment to Change          
Affective Commitment 3.56 0.74 3.61 0.75 3.54 0.92  -0.29** 0.08 
Continuance Commitment 3.22 0.61 3.27 0.63 2.98 0.60  1.71† 0.45 
Normative Commitment 3.51 0.65 3.52 0.70 3.56 0.34  -0.12** -0.08 
          
Process          
Change Fairness          
Procedureal Fairness 2.68 0.74 2.72 0.74 2.59 0.62  -0.78** 0.20 
Distributive Fairness 3.09 1.01 3.08 0.99 3.53 0.98  -1.25** -0.45 
Interpersonal Fairness 3.69 0.89 3.61 0.87 4.57 0.48  -2.88** -1.36 
Informational Fairness 3.25 0.96 3.14 0.95 3.98 0.94  -2.41** -0.89 
 
Context       
   
Relational Capital          
Trust 3.59 0.84 3.51 0.85 4.34 0.56  -2.65** -1.13 
Social Interaction 2.49 0.70 2.52 0.66 2.61 0.87  -0.52** -0.12 
Goal Congruence 3.47 0.84 3.44 0.84 3.95 0.87  -1.66†** -0.59 
† p < .1; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
 
 
 
 
